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BRICOLAGE AS A PATH TO INNOVATION FOR RESOURCE CONSTRAINED NEW 
FIRMS 
ABSTRACT 
Evidence suggests that both start-up and young firms (henceforth: new firms) – despite 
typically being resource-constrained – are sometimes able to innovate (Katila & Shane 2005). 
Such firms are seldom able to invest in expensive innovation processes, which suggests that they 
may rely on other pathways to innovation. In this paper, we test arguments that “bricolage,” 
defined as making do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and 
opportunities, provides a pathway to innovation for new firms. Our results suggest that variations 
in bricolage behaviors can provide an explanation of innovation under resource constraints by 
new firms.  
INTRODUCTION 
Innovation is often difficult and calls for capabilities and resources that many firms lack. 
Across a wide variety of firm and industry contexts, “many value-creating resource combinations 
fail to occur because managers have neither the ability to recognize the opportunity nor the 
means to exploit it (Holcomb, Holmes & Connelly, 2009:461).” In particular, innovation 
processes are frequently driven by complex capabilities and investments that are out of reach to 
resource-constrained start-ups and young firms (Aldrich, 1999). Most new firms lack the 
resources to invest in lengthy and expensive innovation development processes. Nonetheless, 
they often manage to engage in successful innovation (e.g. Arrow, 1962; Katila & Shane, 2005). 
Current explanations, however, provide only limited insights into the patterns of behavior that 
sometimes allow new firms to innovate despite resource constraints. In addition, as prior 
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research has often focused selectively on small numbers of exceptional new firms that have 
managed to introduce major product or technology innovations, it provides little by way of 
explanation of variations in innovation across the broad and varied landscape of new firms 
(Aldrich, 1999). The question remains largely unanswered: how can new firms innovate despite 
the resource constraints they typically face? 
In this paper, we explore and test one important explanation of new firms’ innovation 
under resource constraints. We draw on and extend recent research on entrepreneurial 
“bricolage,” (Levi-Strauss, 1967; Garud & Karnoe, 2003; Baker & Nelson, 2005) to argue that 
the patterns of behavior that constitute bricolage can allow new firms to create innovations 
despite lacking a history of investment in innovation capabilities and also lacking the resources 
to invest in lengthy or expensive innovation development projects. We test our theory on a 
representative sample of new firms and find strong support for the role of bricolage in new firm 
innovation. Our findings contribute to the literature on innovation by identifying and testing one 
important strategic pathway to innovation under resource constraints, and contribute to the 
literature on bricolage by testing the role and impact of bricolage behavior across a broad cross-
section of new firms, and helping to clarify boundary conditions under which bricolage is likely 
to be helpful or harmful. In addition, our study suggests that bricolage capabilities may be a 
largely overlooked opportunity for teaching and helping entrepreneurs and leaders of resource 
constrained firm become or remain more innovative.  
THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
Traditional pathways to innovation require large resource investments that often favor 
older and richer firms relative to resource constrained new firms.  Successful innovators often 
invest for many years to develop productive research and development organizations and 
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commercialization processes, in addition to investing in the normal operational capabilities 
required to produce, market, sell and support their portfolios of products and services (Dierickx 
& Cool, 1989). Creating innovation capabilities often requires development of specialized 
knowledge and absorptive capacity (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990), portfolios of alliances 
(Rothaermel & Deeds, 2006), effective routines (Nelson & Winter, 1982) and sets of 
complementary assets (Teece, 1986). Only a very limited number of new firms – by definition, 
lacking lengthy prior investment in innovation capabilities – are formed around large and 
lucrative opportunities (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Alvarez & Barney, 2007), attract sizeable 
investments quickly and sometime bring important innovations to bear quickly ( Engel & 
Keilbach 2007).  In general, new firms simply lack the history to have developed many of the 
capabilities and assets that older firms rely on for innovation. Compared to older and resource 
rich firms, most new firms attempting to innovate face what seems a deep challenge. 
Research suggests, however, that new firms may be less afflicted by some important 
innovation difficulties that can plague older firms. For example older firms may suffer from 
excesses of bureaucracy (Weber, 1978; Blau & Meyer 1987) and from liabilities of age and 
senescence that can suppress innovation (Aldrich & Auster, 1986; Barron, West & Hannan, 
1994; Sorensen & Stuart, 2000). Newer firms tend to be less encumbered by accumulated 
routines that discourage creating, seeing or responding to new opportunities for innovation (Starr 
& MacMillan, 1990; Henderson & Clark, 1990; Leonard-Barton, 1992; Mosakowski, 2002; 
Katila & Shane, 2005; Gilbert, 2005). New firms also face fewer concerns about cannibalizing 
current products, relative to more established firms (Arrow, 1962).  They are likely to be less 
constrained by dependencies that tend to direct resource investments to the needs of existing 
customers (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978; Christensen & Bower, 1996). More generally, George’s 
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analysis of resource slack (2005) showed that privately held firms (a category which 
encompasses the vast preponderance of new firms) performed better when resource demands 
exceeded resource availability. Overall, at any given level of slack, new firms’ resources may be 
less “sticky” and offer managers more room for creativity and discretion in how they are used 
(Penrose, 1959; Mishina, Pollock & Porac, 2004). Taken as a whole, work on the challenges to 
innovation that sometimes come with age and size paints a picture of new firms that suggests 
rich possibilities of adaptive agility and freedom of action. Unfortunately, this prior research 
does not explain how this agility might be accomplished in the commonplace circumstance of 
resource constraints facing most new firms.  
A recent stream of exploratory work on bricolage (Baker, Miner & Eesley, 2003; Garud & 
Karnoe, 2003; Banerjee & Campbell 2009) has investigated patterns of behavior and 
organizational processes that may allow resource-constrained firms to exploit their potential for 
agility and freedom of action by making creative use of their limited resources. In this study, we 
extend and test these ideas by examining whether allows helps new firms to engage successfully 
in innovation, thereby potentially engaging in successfully innovation.  We adopted Baker and 
Nelson’s (2005) integrative definition of bricolage as “making do by applying combinations of 
the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities.”   
Baker and Nelson (2005: 334-336) identify three primary elements of bricolage as the 
concept has been applied across many scholarly fields. First, “making do” implies “a bias toward 
action and active engagement with problems or opportunities rather than lingering over questions 
of whether a workable outcome can be created from what is at hand.” Relatedly, it implies “a 
refusal to enact resource limitations,” which means that firms engaged in bricolage are willing to 
experiment and tinker and try to find ways to accomplish goals without worrying much about 
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whether they have the “right” tools, resources or skills at hand. Whereas resource constraints 
might cause many other firms to refrain from attempting new activities, firms engaged in 
bricolage persist in trying to find ways of addressing new challenges. Second, bricolage relies on 
“the resources at hand,” which is defined to include resources already under an organization’s 
control and those available cheaply or for free. Firms engaged in bricolage frequently find value 
in inputs that other firms view as worthless, which is often particularly useful when operating 
under substantial resource constraints. 
Finally, bricolage involves “the combination of resources for new purposes.” That is, 
bricolage is not simply about conserving resources and making do through the reuse of old and 
worn resources for their original purposes, but is fundamentally about creative recombination of 
resources toward purposes for which they were not originally intended. This is central to our 
study, because processes of recombination are a primary driver of innovation. For example,  
Schumpeter (1934:65-66) argued that most innovations – whether in new goods, methods of 
production, markets, sources of supply or the organization of an industry –are generated by the 
recombination of existing ideas. In Nelson and Winter’s (1982:130) interpretation, “innovation 
in the economic system – and indeed the creation of any sort of novelty in art, science or 
practical life – consists to a substantial extent of a recombination of conceptual and physical 
materials that were previously in existence…each new achievement is not merely the answer to a 
particular problem, but also a new item in the vast storehouse of components that are available 
for use, in  ‘new combinations’ in the solution of other problems in the future.” Kogut and 
Zander (1992: 391) placed recombination at the core of their explanation for what firms may do 
better than markets and argued that innovations “are products of a firm’s combinative 
capabilities to generate new applications from existing knowledge.” Henderson and Clark’s 
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(1990: 12) study of the photolithographic alignment equipment industry suggested that the sorts 
of “architectural” product innovations that lead to erosion of leaders’ market share are often   
based on “the reconfiguration of an established system to link together existing components in a 
new way.” Work examining the first email system, Henry Ford’s production line, much of 
Edison’s work, the success of product design company IDEO, the polymerase chain reaction 
innovations that fueled the biotechnology revolution and many other examples demonstrate that 
the processes of recombination of existing elements are fundamental to explaining many 
successful innovations (Hounshell, 1984; Rabinow, 1996; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; Hargadon, 
2003).  
Importantly, recombination itself can be very expensive. As Schumpeter (1928:378) noted, 
“What we, unscientifically, call economic progress means essentially putting productive 
resources to uses hitherto untried in practice, and withdrawing them from the uses they have 
served so far. This is what we call “innovation.”  Withdrawing resources from other uses – that 
is, acquiring them or getting control over their use, can be costly beyond the means of most new 
firms (Barney, 1986). Because bricolage is a process of recombining resources available cheaply 
or for free, we argue that it may be an important pathway to innovation for new firms.  
Bricolage as Positive 
Since its introduction by anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss (1967), the concept of 
bricolage has been adopted across a wide range of academic fields, from education to 
evolutionary biology (see Baker & Nelson, 2005 for a review), and has recently gained increased 
attention as a form of organizational behavior. Across academic fields, much work on bricolage 
has portrayed it as a mechanism for coping under difficult circumstances, rather than directly as a 
source of innovation. For example, in Lanzara’s (1999:347) evocative summary, “In a broadly 
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diffused engineering ideology, bricolage is usually associated with second-best solutions, 
maladaptation, imperfection, inefficiency, incompleteness, slowness, but as a matter of fact in 
many design situations it is the only thing that we can reasonably do when we are engaged in 
action. The outcomes of it are hybrid, imperfect, transient artifacts, which perhaps do not look 
very elegant, have lots of bugs and gaps,  frictions and unusable components, but they do their 
job and can be improved.” Some recent work on bricolage in organization studies, however, 
suggests that bricolage, while often a messy and imperfect process of trial and error, might have 
a positive impact on the ability of firms to create innovations.  
Some studies have loosely linked bricolage and innovation among older and larger firms. 
For example, Ciborra (1996:104) analyzed a series of transformative product and process 
innovations at a large technology firm as applications of bricolage that illustrated “ingenious 
reconciliation of existing organizational mechanisms and forms.” Bechky and Okhuysen 
(forthcoming) examined in detail how Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) teams (in which 
small groups work together repeatedly under rapidly changing circumstances) and film 
production crews (which are temporary organizations) use bricolage to create on-the-fly 
adaptations that help them to deal with the unpredictability and surprise that dominate their daily 
work environment, under conditions in which it is essential that they find quick solutions based 
on the resources at hand. Virtually all prior studies of bricolage and innovation (and of bricolage 
in general), have been inductive and case-study based. In a rare example of a deductive, theory-
testing paper, Banerjee and Campbell (2009: 473) examined a specific form of bricolage – the 
reallocation and recombination of existing scientific talent, which they labeled “inventor 
bricolage” – and demonstrated how firms can reconstruct existing technological activities and 
direct them towards areas for new innovations.  
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In addition to studies of bricolage in older and larger firms, several case studies have 
suggested ways that bricolage may allow resource-constrained new organizations to survive or 
prosper through innovation. For example, Garud and Karnoe (2003) observed processes of 
bricolage in the development of the Danish wind turbine industry. In their study, an intertwined 
series of actors and organizations made do with very limited resources to produce an innovative 
new product that competed effectively against much better financed product development efforts 
in the U.S.  Similarly, Scranton and Gibbert (2006) found in the race to resolve the post World 
War II jet engine performance dilemma, a group of Germans with limited resources and cheaper 
alloys outperformed groups of Americans with access to far greater resources. Baker and Nelson 
(2005), focused on growth as an outcome, but each of their examples of growth was generated 
through innovations in product and service offerings, production, or marketing.  
In the context of resource-constrained firms that must rely on the resources at hand, the 
prior literature allows us to formulate two primary mechanisms suggesting that firms engaging in 
bricolage will tend to create more innovations than firms that do not use bricolage: bias for 
action and recombination. First, the baseline expectation in prior theory in entrepreneurship is 
that many resource-constrained firms behave as if innovation requires slack resources (Aldrich 
1999).  That is, they simply do not even attempt to innovate but rather choose to do nothing 
when facing new opportunities and challenges for which an appropriate response would seem to 
require expensive new investments (Baker et al., 2003). In contrast, firms engaging in bricolage 
demonstrate a bias for action and a willingness to find ways to make do with the resources at 
hand. They are willing to treat inputs – material, ideational, or human capital as resources that 
other organizations might see as worthless (Garud & Karnoe, 2003). Of course, simply engaging 
in bricolage does not guarantee that firms will be successful in creating innovations; like any 
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other means of innovation, bricolage can result in failure. However, compared to firms that allow 
resource constraints to keep them from attempting anything new, firms that engage in bricolage 
will be more likely to create innovations.    
A second characteristic of bricolage promoting innovation is the recombination of existing 
elements that is a primary pathway of innovation. Among all new firms that try actively to deal 
with new opportunities and challenges despite resource constraints, those that engage in 
bricolage and attempt to generate creative combinations of resources toward purposes for which 
they were not originally intended may therefore be more likely to generate innovations than are 
firms that do less bricolage. These innovations may or may not be exactly what new firms 
intended. Bricolage may be carefully preplanned (Baker et al., 2003), but even still, novel 
combinations of non-standard resources sometimes generate positive surprises and what Levi-
Strauss (1967:17) called “brilliant unforeseen results.” Bricolage may also be improvised – 
because when a firm is “making it up as they go along” they tend to rely on the resources at hand 
(Miner, Moorman & Bassoff, 2001; Baker, 2007).  As Miner et al. (2001) demonstrated, firms 
are sometimes able to capture the “novel productions” of improvisation as product or process 
innovations. Overall, engaging in the behaviors that constitute bricolage may provide new firms 
with capabilities to exploit their presumed “agility” and “freedom of action” by making creative 
use of their very limited resources. Taken together, these arguments suggest: 
Hypothesis 1: Under conditions of resource constraints, new firms that engage in more 
bricolage will generate higher levels of overall innovation than will firms that engage in 
lower levels of bricolage. 
 
Bricolage as Negative 
As we noted above, bricolage is often a coping mechanism for trying to deal with resource 
inadequacies, rather than an approach to creating optimum designs or a panacea for dealing with 
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resource constraints. Researchers across several fields have identified potential limitations and 
downsides of bricolage. Limitations include the simple messiness and potential inefficiencies of 
trial-and-error approaches to combining non-standard resources that are often part of bricolage 
even when it works well (Ciborra, 1996). Although bricolage sometimes produces wonderful 
innovations such as the globally-competitive wind turbines studied by Garud and Karnoe (2003), 
it often provides only highly imperfect and temporary solutions. For example, use of bricolage 
by Australian primary school teachers was shown to result in poor academic success by their 
students (Hatton, 1989; Dent & Hatton, 1996). As several authors have noted, sometimes the 
results of bricolage may be simply stop gaps – for example innovative but temporary solutions 
that the organization fails or chooses not to adopt more broadly (Baker et al., 2003; Miner et al., 
2001).  In one well-known case, the emergency solution to a life-threatening failure during the 
Apollo 13 lunar mission was resolved through skillful bricolage(e Cunha, da Cunha & Kamoche 
1999), but the solution did not become part of later spacecraft designs. Similar examples of 
bricolage producing only fleeting innovations can be found in studies of responses to natural and 
other disasters (Tierney, 2003; Johannisson & Oliason 2007; Ritchie & Gills, 2008).  
Beyond such limitations, a fundamental question remains: how much bricolage is too 
much? Some studies have suggested in very general terms that too much reliance on bricolage 
can have negative effects. Garud and Karnoe’s (2003) study of the development of new wind 
turbine technology strongly suggests that gaining the contributions of many different 
participants, some of whom engaged in bricolage at different times, contributed through what 
they labeled “distributed agency” to the development of important innovations under resource 
constraints. For example, some people scoured junkyards for old truck parts; others went ahead 
and crafted effective fiberglass turbine blades while competitors delayed taking action until they 
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were sure new test equipment would be available.  The innovation development logic Garud and 
Karnoe describe suggests that had those who started the process relied on high levels of their 
own bricolage rather than relying on other peoples’ engagement with the process, the innovation 
would have been unlikely to occur. For each participant, doing some bricolage was useful – 
doing a great deal more would likely have been much less useful.  
In another example of potential downsides, Baker and Nelson’s (2005) study of 
entrepreneurial bricolage showed that judicious use of bricolage could allow resource 
constrained firms to grow by creating resources from materials that other firms thought of as 
worthless. These firms created innovations both in the products and services they offered and 
also in the combinations of resources they used. For example, one entrepreneur created advances 
in the clean-up of pollution from coal mining by applying novel combinations of abandoned 
mining equipment, eventually getting polluted pond waters clean enough to raise fish for 
commercial sale. The few firms that grew engaged in what Baker and Nelson labeled “selective 
bricolage.” For example, several the firms engaged in bricolage in order to get their businesses 
going despite tight resource constraints, but then rejected bricolage and grew by acquiring 
standard resources to accomplish standard tasks. Other firms succeeded in focusing their limited 
resources on strategically important activities because they starved other activities for resources 
and engaged in bricolage in the resource-constrained activities.  
In contrast, when firms were non-selective in their use of bricolage – engaging in high 
levels of bricolage across many activities – Baker and Nelson found that bricolage suppressed 
growth. In their data high levels of bricolage were conflated with the use of bricolage across 
many activities, making it difficult to tease out exactly which elements of non-selective use of 
bricolage reduced innovation and growth. The overall suggestion, however, is that heavy reliance 
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on bricolage may cause specific sorts of problems. In particular, Baker and Nelson suggest that 
one primary reason for the suppression of innovation and growth involves the non-selective 
bricoleurs’ approach to their market and customers. The firms they observed that relied heavily 
on bricolage tended to provide a variety of relatively low quality products and services to 
customers who could not or would not pay more for higher quality goods. These firms were 
shielded from market demands for innovation and improved quality and became stuck in a 
pattern of providing products and services for the same undemanding customers. As a result, 
they missed out on opportunities to grow by selling to new and more demanding market 
segments and customers. Overall, such potential negative effects suggest that the positive effects 
of bricolage on innovation in new firms may disappear or reverse when these firms rely on high 
levels of bricolage.  
Hence we propose: 
Hypothesis 2: Under conditions of resource constraints, new firms will experience limits to 
the positive effects of bricolage on innovation. This will result in a curvilinear relationship 
such that the positive relations between bricolage and innovation flattens out and then 
declines at high levels of bricolage. 
METHODS 
Sample and Data Collection 
We conducted a large-scale longitudinal survey of nascent and young firms. New firms 
tend to be highly resource constrained compared to their larger, more established counterparts 
(Arrow, 1962; Katila & Shane, 2005). The firms were surveyed twice, one year apart. In the first 
wave in 2007, we measured our independent variable, the level of bricolage behaviour, and 
control variables. In the subsequent wave in 2008 we measured our dependent variable, the 
degree and type of innovativeness.  
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A random sample of new firms was obtained by screening 30,105 adults using essentially 
the same approach that was developed for the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Reynolds et al., 
2005) and Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (Gartner et al., 2004). Random digit dialing 
phone interviews were employed to identify if respondents were currently engaged as an (part) 
owner-manager of a “nascent firm” (NF) or “young firm” (YF). This process yielded 1,988 
individuals engaged in new firms. Of these, 1,186 respondents completed the wave 1 interview 
representing a response rate of 60%. We were able to re-contact and re-interview 966 
respondents a year later (81% response rate), of which 716 were still continuing businesses. We 
eliminated a small number of cases (58) that had institutional owners since they are less likely 
face the typical resource constraints faced by start-up firms. This yielded a final sample of 658 
firms. 
In order to qualify for inclusion as a new firm spokesperson the respondent first had to 
answer affirmatively to at least one of the following questions: 
1. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business, including 
any self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? (potential NF) 
2. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business or a new 
venture for your employer, an effort that is part of your normal work? (potential 
NF) 
3. Are you, alone or with others currently the owner of a business you help manage, 
including self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? (potential 
YF) 
Respondents also had to confirm that they were (or intended to be) either owners or part 
owners of the nascent or young firm. Further, for the NF category they had to confirm they had 
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undertaken some concrete ‘start-up behavior’ such as looking for equipment or a location, 
organizing a start-up team, working on a business plan, etc., within the last 12 months. 
Otherwise, or else they were deemed under qualified. Conversely, if they confirmed that the 
firm’s revenues had exceeded expenses for six of the last 12 months they were deemed over 
qualified (and instead tested for eligibility in the YF category). Finally, the preliminary YF cases 
were retained if they confirmed that they started “trading in the market doing the type of business 
you are currently doing” less than three and a half year earlier.  Table 1 illustrates the 
correlations and descriptive statistics for the sample. 
----------------------------------------------- 
            Insert Table 1 around here 
----------------------------------------------- 
Questionnaire and Measures 
The survey instrument was pre-tested using a convenience sample of 71 new firms. After 
analysis, re-design, programming and internal testing a second pilot test with conducted by 
contacting 1,810 Australian households using random digit dialling (RDD) yielding 78 new firm 
founders who completed the full interview. Respondents from this second pre-test were included 
in the final samples. 
Dependent Variable: Venture Innovativeness 
We sought to measure four dimensions of the innovativeness of new firms: (a) 
product/service innovativeness, (b) process innovativeness, (c) market innovativeness and (d) 
marketing methods innovativeness. We used a modified version of the scale developed by 
Dahlqvist (2007). Following Dahlqvist (2007) the level of innovativeness for each of these 
dimensions were assessed as 0) imitative; 1) substantial improvement compared with existing 
offerings in the industry; 2) new to the industry; 3) new to the world. These were assessed by 
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asking a series of questions with dichotomous yes/no answers (see Appendix A). The wording 
was slightly different for the market innovativeness dimension but retained the four-level 
structure.   
Since conceptually the four dimensions of innovativeness combine to determine the overall 
innovativeness of the venture (Dahlqvist, 2007), our measure of overall venture innovativeness is 
constructed as a formative index (Diamantopoulos, Riefler & Roth, 2008). Adding together the 
four 0-3 scores for each of the dimensions of innovativeness, we arrived at a summated, 
continuous scale with a theoretical range from 0-12.  
Independent Variable: Bricolage 
To the best of our knowledge no existing scale for measuring bricolage is available in the 
literature. We developed and tested a new scale following standard protocols (Robinson, Shaver 
& Wrightsman, 1991; DeVellis, 2003). As a first step we developed a list of items for the scale. 
In order to assure face and content validity we made sure the items were designed to tap each 
element of the Baker and Nelson (2005, p. 333) definition of bricolage as “making do by 
applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities.” From a 
large list of items we then reduced the number of items through a variety of processes, including 
review by other scholars familiar with the entrepreneurship and bricolage literatures. Nine items 
were retained. We employed a five point response scale from 1 “never” to 5 “always” (rather 
than levels of agreement) in order to reflect the behavioral nature of the phenomenon. 
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis and reliability analyses were conducted.  
After initial tests we dropped one item due to poor correlations. The eight items and factor 
loadings are displayed in Table 2. The Cronbach alpha (0.82) indicates a high level of internal 
consistency (Nunnelly 1978). While some of the factor loadings (range 0.51 – 0.68) and the 
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cumulative variance extracted is marginally low at 37.51% (Bagozzi & Yi 1988) this is largely 
due to the measure capturing the three elements of Baker and Nelson definition of bricolage:  
1.existing resources, 2. resource combination and 3.workable solutions/making do.  Indeed, 
further tests of a forced three factor solution reveals these three elements– and extracts 67% of 
the variance. 
----------------------------------------------- 
            Insert Table 2 around here 
----------------------------------------------- 
Control variables 
We use three categories of control variables. The first category aims to capture the overall 
level of resources available for the firm and the scale of the effort. Specific variables include 
total funds invested in the business (log) and total number of hours invested in the business by 
the owners (log). The second group of control variables aims to capture some of the 
heterogeneity concerning the human capital available to the venture: whether the venture is 
developed by a team (versus solo dummy); a spousal team (dummy) (Hambrick & D’Aveni 
1992); education (number of owners with a university degree); management experience (number 
of years) and start-up experience (number of previous new venture start-up attempts) (Aspelund 
et al., 2005). The third group of control variables relate to general characteristics of the firm. 
These include nascent firm versus young firm (dummy), service (versus product dummy), 
whether the start-up is run as a home business (dummy) and industry controls. Table 3 provides 
correlations and descriptive statistics for these variables.  
----------------------------------------------- 
            Insert Table 3 around here 
----------------------------------------------- 
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RESULTS 
Bricolage and Innovativeness 
Hypothesis 1 predicts that higher levels of bricolage will have a positive effect on overall 
innovation for resource constrained firms. To test this hypothesis we conducted hierarchical 
linear regression, with the dependent variable measuring overall innovativeness in Wave 2. In 
step one we include only the control variables (Model 1). In a second step, we introduce our 
independent variable, bricolage (Model 2). The results are displayed in Table 4.  
----------------------------------------------- 
                   Insert Table 4 around here 
----------------------------------------------- 
We also conducted supplementary analyses to explore the relationship between bricolage 
and each of the four dimensions of innovativeness (product, process, marketing methods and 
market innovation) individually. These supplementary analyses were performed both as a 
robustness check and to take a finer grained look at the effect of bricolage which may vary 
between the different types of innovation. Since each dimension of innovativeness has only four 
levels we used ordinal regression. We also collapsed the top two levels into one since the 
numbers of firms at the top level was low (1.8% - 7.0% of firms for all dimension of 
innovativeness). Table 5 displays the results for the ordinal regressions. 
Examining Table 4 reveals that introducing bricolage to the regression for overall 
innovativeness (Model 2) provides a significant improvement to the model fit (Change F 30.4, 
p<0.001). The coefficient for bricolage is positive and significant (0.707, p<0.001). Moreover, 
the results in Table 5 confirm that bricolage has a positive significant effect on all four sub-
dimensions of innovation (p<0.01 for process innovation; p<0.001 for other three dimensions). 
Hence, we find support for hypothesis H1.   
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Curvilinear Influence of Bricolage on Innovativeness 
Hypothesis 2 proposes that there is a curvilinear relationship between bricolage and 
innovation such that at high levels of bricolage the positive relationship between bricolage and 
innovation flattens out and then declines. To examine this hypothesis we introduce a bricolage-
squared term into our regressions (Model 3). Table 4 displays the linear regression results for 
overall innovation, and Table 5 the ordinal regression results for each of the four sub-dimensions 
of innovation. 
----------------------------------------------- 
            Insert Table 5 around here 
----------------------------------------------- 
Overall, we find only partial support for H2. For overall innovativeness (Table 4), 
introducing a bricolage-squared term provides no improvement to overall model fit. The 
coefficient for bricolage and bricolage-squared are not significant. For the sub-dimensions of 
innovativeness (Table 5), the improvement to model fit is negligible and not significant for three 
of the four sub-dimensions (product, process and marketing methods innovation). Nor are the 
coefficients of bricolage or bricolage-squared significant in these three subdimensions. 
For market innovation, however, we find support for H2. Introducing the bricolage-squared 
term provided a significant improvement in model fit (Chi-square 5.385; p<0.05). Consistent 
with the curvilinear relationship predicted by H2, the bricolage coefficient is positive and 
significant (3.377; p<0.01) and the bricolage-squared coefficient is negative and significant         
(-0.366; p<0.05). We plot the estimated marginal impact of bricolage over its range (1-5) on 
market innovation in Figure 1. It reveals that bricolage has a positive influence on market 
innovation up to quite high levels of bricolage (about 4.5 on our 5 point measurement scale). 
However, the curve flattens beyond moderate levels of bricolage (about 3.5) beyond which the 
positive influence is small. Very high levels of bricolage (beyond 4.5) reduce market innovation.    
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----------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 1 around here 
---------------------------------- 
  LIMITATIONS 
We would like to highlight a few limitations that should be considered when interpreting 
our findings.  First, our sample includes only new firms. It is reasonable to question whether 
bricolage behavior is equally as effective in enhancing innovation in more mature resource-
constrained firms. In particular, many mature firms are larger in size (Acs & Audretsch, 1990) 
and more formalized in management approaches than their younger counterparts. Our approach 
to studying the role of bricolage in enhancing innovation under resource constraints and our 
measure of bricolage, however, should prove useful in future studies of these relationships in 
older firms.  
Second, our approach to generate random samples of nascent and young firms is both a 
strength and weakness of the study. While we are able to identify generalized effects common to 
all new firms, the approach yields very high levels of heterogeneity to our sample. Studies of 
more specific, theoretically relevant samples of firms may be able to identify influences that are 
masked by the high levels of heterogeneity associated with our random samples.  
Finally our sample is limited to Australian firms. We can see no reason to speculate that 
our core findings do not hold in other developed economies. However it remains an open 
question whether our findings can be generalized to developing economies where innovation 
systems are substantially different (Chen & Puttitanun 2005). 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The results of this study show that bricolage is an important pathway to innovation in new 
resource-constrained firms. The firms in our study varied in the degree to which they engaged in 
bricolage, and those that engaged in higher levels of bricolage created more overall innovative 
outcomes. Our findings contribute to the innovation literature by providing important new 
insights into longstanding questions regarding how startups and young firms, most of which face 
substantial or even severe resource constraints (Aldrich, 1999), may be able to overcome these 
constraints in order to innovate. The results help us to understand how processes of 
recombination – generally understood to require the expensive acquisition and drawing of 
resource away from current uses and factor markets (Barney, 1986; Schumpeter, 1934) – can be 
accomplished by creative use of the limited resources available to new firms. Rather than using 
resource constraints as a reason to give up attempts to innovate, new firms that engage in 
bricolage use what other firms consider as flawed or inappropriate inputs. They reframe them as 
useful resources to be recombined in the creation of a broad range of innovations. This study 
thereby provides a major step forward in combining prior insights regarding the possibilities of 
innovation by young, resource-constrained firms with prior insights regarding the key role of 
recombination in the genesis of innovative outcomes.  
 Following on Schumpeter’s (1934) characterization of entrepreneurship as an economic 
function, much prior literature on recombination has similarly postulated and examined the 
functional role of recombination in generating innovations. By theorizing that bricolage is an 
important pathway to innovation under resource constraints, we translate this functional black 
box into a pattern of behaviors that helps to explain what innovative firms actually do – the 
behaviors and approaches that differentiate them from their less innovative kin – to create 
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innovations across a variety of areas. Unlike economic functions, firm behaviors such as 
bricolage are subject to managerial discretion and choice. Therefore, our explanation of 
innovation by resource-constrained young firms through bricolage provides an opening for future 
research exploring, for example, what differentiates skillful from less skillful bricolage (Baker, 
2007). This can also facilitate the development of useful managerial tools for shaping the use of 
bricolage. It also suggests that current entrepreneurship and innovation pedagogies, which often 
focus on teaching students how to pursue financial resources, might do well to consider the 
likelihood that new firms will need to innovate despite resource constraints and develop methods 
to teach bricolage and other resourceful behaviors as managerial skills. 
New firms lack the complex capabilities and other assets important to innovation that more 
established firms may have developed over time. They suffer less than older firms from 
moribund routines and processes or from commitments to existing product portfolios and 
customers that can suppress innovation. New firms’ rich possibilities for adaptive agility and 
freedom of action can be lost, however, when they are backed by inadequate resources. It is 
simply too easy for new firms to treat the resource constraints they commonly face as reasons or 
justifications not to attempt to create innovations. Our study shows that by engaging in bricolage 
new firms can make do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to opportunities for 
innovation.  
Our work also contributes to research about bricolage in three important ways. First, this 
study greatly broadens and generalizes our understanding of the role of bricolage in innovation 
under resource constraints. By building on prior case studies and narrowly focused studies 
suggesting connections from bricolage to innovation we were able to formulate a very general 
but straightforward theory explaining how the patterns of behavior associated with bricolage 
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allow resource-constrained firms to utilize recombination successfully as an engine of 
innovation. We believe that this finding opens up important pathways for future research about 
bricolage and its role in innovation under resource constraints and subsequent firm performance.  
Second, we tested our hypotheses on representative samples of new firms and found strong 
support overall for the positive effects of bricolage on the creation of innovative outcomes. Prior 
work on bricolage has provided rich descriptions and suggestive inductive insights about causal 
relations between bricolage and innovation. Our work is among the first to attempt a deductive 
theory testing study of bricolage and is the very first to test ideas about bricolage on a 
representative random sample. The narrow focus of prior studies has left open important 
questions about whether the apparent positive effects of bricolage on innovation are related to 
and limited to the idiosyncratic setting in which case studies have been conducted. Our testing of 
usefully general theoretical arguments about bricolage on a large representative random sample 
provides evidence that bricolage is often at the core of innovation across the broad cross-section 
of new, resource-constrained firms. As part of this effort, we created and took important steps 
toward validating an easy-to-apply firm level measure of bricolage. To the best of our knowledge 
this is the first such measure to be developed and applied. We have already made this measure 
available to several other research teams and we encourage its adoption and further development 
by other researchers interested in studying innovation under resource constraints and bricolage.  
Third, our finding of a curvilinear effect of bricolage on only one type of innovation has 
important implications for placing and refining boundary conditions around our understanding of 
bricolage. We had predicted that the positive effects of bricolage on the creation of innovative 
outcomes would decline at high levels. We based this argument on prior descriptions of the 
messy and unpredictable nature of some bricolage and more specifically on Baker and Nelson’s 
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(2005) claims that non-selective use of bricolage and too heavy reliance upon it can suppress the 
growth of resource-constrained young firms. Because Baker and Nelson based their inference on 
observations of firms that generated growth through innovation, we extended their observation to 
theorize that high levels of bricolage would also suppress innovation.  
Instead, we found that high levels of bricolage had no negative effects on our overall 
measure of innovation or – in our finer-grained examination of different types of innovation – for 
most innovation subtypes. This suggests that the potential negative effects of bricolage may be 
more limited and less general than our reading of the prior literature suggested. Additional 
research will be required to examine whether high levels of bricolage are perhaps harmful in 
general only if they continue for very long periods and/or across too many different activities. 
Importantly, we did find support for our hypothesis about the negative effects of high levels of 
bricolage for one form of innovation – market innovation. As we noted above, Baker & Nelson 
(2005) argued that profligate use of bricolage might limit firms to providing barely adequate 
goods and services to customers who could not demand anything better and that this would keep 
the firms from growing by pursuing new and more demanding markets and customers. Our 
finding that high levels of bricolage suppress market innovation provides support for this 
argument.  Nonetheless, we remain puzzled to have found that high levels of bricolage 
suppressed innovation in addressing new markets but did not similarly suppress innovation of 
new products, which would seem a common requirement of pursuing new and more demanding 
customers (Schoonhoven, Eisenhardt & Lyman, 1990; Green, Welsh & Dehler, 2003). 
Unfortunately, our data does not allow us to resolve this puzzle and it remains as a question for 
future research on the limits of bricolage.  
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Overall, these results help to refine our understanding of boundary conditions around 
circumstances that shape whether bricolage will have positive or negative effects in the 
development of innovation in new firms. This contributes toward both a more nuanced 
theoretical understanding and toward guidance for managers and entrepreneurs about the skillful 
use of bricolage as a tool for innovating under resource constraints. Considerably more research 
remains to be done.  
Table 1: Sample Characteristics and Innovativeness 
Early-Stage 
Firms
N = 658
Nascent Firms (vs Young) 46.0%
Industry 
Retail - Wholesale 14.0%
Hospitality 3.4%
Consumer Services 12.2%
Health, Education & Social Services 12.7%
Manufacturing, Mining & Utilities 7.6%
Construction & Real Estate 10.2%
Agriculture 6.7%
Communication & Transportation 5.5%
Business Consult., Fin. & Insur. 15.7%
Team Structure
Solo 54.6%
Spouse Team 27.9%
Other Team 17.5%
Other Characteristics
Home Business 68.8%
Product (vs Service) 28.0%
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Table 2: Factor Results for Bricolage 
Factor
1
A: We are confident of our ability to find workable solutions to new challenges by using our 
existing resources. 0.512 0.453
B: We gladly take on a broader range of challenges than others with our resources would 
be able to. 0.597 0.548
C: We use any existing resource that seems useful to responding to a new problem or 
opportunity. 0.660 0.588
D: We deal with new challenges by applying a combination of our existing resources and 
other resources inexpensively available to us 0.680 0.603
E: When dealing with new problems or opportunities we take action by assuming that we 
will find a workable solution. 0.594 0.527
F: By combining our existing resources, we take on a surprising variety of new challenges 0.642 0.586
G: When we face new challenges we put together workable solutions from our existing 
resources. 0.637 0.570
H: We combine resources to accomplish new challenges that the resources weren’t 
originally intended to accomplish. 0.588 0.536
Eigenvalue 3.65
Cronbach α 0.82
% Cumulative Variance Explained 37.93
Corrected item-
total 
Correlation
Bricolage
Construct 
Grouping Survey Item
†
 
Notes: † Does the following represent how you never, rarely, sometimes, often, or always go about doing 
things for your start-up? All responses were coded on a 5-point Scale from 1=Never, 3=Sometimes, to 
5=Always. 
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 
 
  
Mean s.d. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22.
1. Wave 2 Newness 2.652 2.285 1.000 .235** .233** .278** .054 -.030 .111** -.020 .039 .165** .059 -.003 -.050 .010 .042 .029 -.085* -.098* .016 -.032 -.059 .101**
2. Wave 1 Bricolage 3.950 0.658 1.000 .992** .098* -.010 .080* .033 .033 -.043 .132** .125** -.056 -.071 .041 -.040 -.001 .017 .015 .015 -.011 .008 .013
3. Wave 1 Bricolage Squared 16.033 5.072 1.000 .096* -.010 .075 .023 .029 -.055 .134** .116** -.057 -.072 .049 -.044 .015 .026 .016 .006 -.019 .006 .013
4. Nascent (vs Young Firm Dummy) 0.459 0.499 1.000 -.044 -.330** -.005 -.068 -.003 .127** .092* .138** .032 .040 .054 .058 -.119** -.002 -.007 -.086* -.026 .154**
5. Wave 1 Investment (Log) 8.760 3.999 1.000 .266** .149** .128** .000 .132** .109** -.008 .056 -.004 -.049 .057 .010 .159** -.001 -.112** -.108** .134**
6. Hours Invested W1 1.491 0.434 1.000 .232** .116** -.029 .093* .098* -.092* -.013 -.015 -.162** -.045 .131** .080* .046 .059 -.127** -.008
7. Team (vs Solo) 0.454 0.498 1.000 .682** .117** .209** .259** .081* .119** -.097* -.099* -.031 .107** .123** -.032 -.057 -.138** .200**
8. Spouse Team 0.279 0.449 1.000 .010 .051 .162** .098* .073 -.055 -.104** -.051 .104** .132** -.030 -.100* .053 .126**
9. Team Education 0.407 0.492 1.000 .056 .124** -.053 -.051 -.043 .123** -.039 -.074 -.086* .005 .214** -.104** -.034
10. Team Start-up Experience 0.383 0.432 1.000 .347** .048 .031 -.055 -.040 .038 -.007 .045 .073 -.023 -.134** .154**
11. Team Management Experience 0.557 0.443 1.000 .044 .129** -.069 -.003 .028 -.044 .041 -.069 .081* -.047 .142**
12. Retailing 0.146 0.354 1.000 .450** -.154** -.158** -.119** -.140** -.111** -.100* -.179** -.140** .394**
13. Hospitality 0.034 0.180 1.000 -.069 -.071 -.054 -.063 -.050 -.045 -.080* -.130** -.003
14. Consumer Services 0.122 0.327 1.000 -.142** -.107** -.126** -.100* -.090* -.161** .060 -.150**
15. Health, Education & Social Services 0.127 0.333 1.000 -.109** -.128** -.102** -.092* -.164** -.189** -.176**
16. Manufacturing, Mining & Utilities 0.076 0.266 1.000 -.097* -.077* -.069 -.124** -.067 .166**
17. Construction & Real Estate 0.102 0.303 1.000 -.090* -.081* -.146** .064 -.132**
18. Agriculture 0.067 0.250 1.000 -.065 -.116** .062 .172**
19. Communication & Transportation 0.055 0.228 1.000 -.104** .061 -.091*
20. Business Consult., Fin. & Insur. 0.157 0.364 1.000 .119** -.232**
21. Home Business 0.688 0.464 1.000 -.018
22. Product (vs Service) 0.280 0.450 1.000
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Table 4: Regression Results for Wave 2 Overall Venture Innovation 
 
† p < 0.1; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 
Variables
Investment & Size
Wave 1 Investment (Log) 0.032 (.023) 0.038 † (.023) 0.038 † (.023)
Hours Invested W1 0.122 (.226) 0.007 (.221) 0.010 (.222)
Human Capital 0.000 *** (.000) 0.000 *** (.000) 0.000 *** (.000)
Team (vs Solo) 0.839 ** (.256) 0.888 *** (.251) 0.895 *** (.252)
Spouse Team -0.526 * (.268) -0.587 * (.262) -0.590 * (.262)
Team Education -0.049 (.178) 0.003 (.174) 0.008 (.175)
Team Start-up Experience 0.558 ** (.215) 0.456 * (.211) 0.449 * (.212)
Team Management Experience -0.200 (.212) -0.305 (.208) -0.300 (.208)
Venture Characteristics
Nacent Firm (Dummy) 1.225 *** (.185) 1.107 *** (.182) 1.110 *** (.182)
Retailing -0.618 † (.337) -0.551 † (.330) -0.555 † (.330)
Hospitality -0.643 (.549) -0.474 (.538) -0.474 (.538)
Consumer Services -0.196 (.288) -0.232 (.281) -0.243 (.282)
Health, Education & Social Services -0.003 (.294) 0.043 (.288) 0.042 (.288)
Manufacturing, Mining & Utilities -0.383 (.354) -0.351 (.346) -0.372 (.350)
Construction & Real Estate -0.743 * (.309) -0.749 * (.302) -0.762 * (.304)
Agriculture -1.479 *** (.375) -1.461 *** (.366) -1.468 *** (.367)
Communication & Transportation -0.199 (.393) -0.200 (.384) -0.193 (.384)
Home Business -0.021 (.200) -0.018 (.195) -0.016 (.195)
Product (vs Service) 0.366 (.233) 0.369 (.228) 0.370 (.228)
Wave 1 Bricolage 0.707 *** (.128) 0.249 (1.043)
Wave 1 Bricolage Squared 0.060 (.135)
Model Statistics
R square 0.146 0.185 0.185
F 6.055 *** 7.602 *** 7.223 ***
Change R square 0.146 0.039 0.000
Change F 6.055 *** 30.418 *** 0.196
Model 1 Control 
Variables
Model 2 
Bricolage
Model 3 
Bricolage 
Squared
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Table 5: Ordinal Regression Results for Wave 2 Innovation Dimensions 
 † p < 0.1; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 
Variables
Location: Newness = 0 2.688 ***(.626) 1.808 1.983) 4.630 ***(.897) 1.870 2.923) 4.187 ***(.824) 3.471 3.122) 1.718 ** (.637) 7.039 ** 2.523)
Location: Newness = 1 5.132 ***(.652) 4.255 * 1.988) 5.708 ***(.909) 2.951 2.924) 5.304 ***(.836) 4.588 3.124) 2.032 ** (.639) 7.355 ** 2.524)
Investment & Size
Wave 1 Investment (Log) 0.031 (.021) 0.031 (.021) 0.029 (.031) 0.029 (.031) 0.048 (.029) 0.048 † (.029) 0.012 (.022) 0.012 (.022)
Hours Invested W1 0.123 (.206) 0.128 (.206) 0.117 (.273) 0.127 (.273) 0.147 (.257) 0.150 (.257) -0.369 † (.215) -0.392 † (.217)
Human Capital
Team (vs Solo) 0.537 * (.233) 0.544 * (.233) 0.591 * (.292) 0.608 * (.293) 0.661 * (.272) 0.665 * (.273) 0.401 † (.242) 0.372 (.243)
Spouse Team -0.460 † (.243) -0.462 † (.243) -0.271 (.302) -0.281 (.302) -0.477 † (.286) -0.479 † (.286) -0.065 (.252) -0.051 (.253)
Team Education 0.028 (.162) 0.031 (.162) 0.222 (.215) 0.234 (.215) -0.153 (.202) -0.151 (.202) -0.035 (.167) -0.056 (.168)
Team Start-up Experience 0.578 ** (.197) 0.573 ** (.197) 0.307 (.258) 0.295 (.258) -0.007 (.241) -0.010 (.241) 0.368 † (.203) 0.400 † (.204)
Team Mgmt. Experience -0.184 (.194) -0.179 (.194) -0.140 (.267) -0.126 (.268) -0.196 (.244) -0.192 (.245) -0.172 (.200) -0.200 (.201)
Venture Characteristics
Nacent Firm (Dummy) 0.861 ***(.172) 0.865 ***(.172) 0.711 ** (.229) 0.720 ** (.229) 0.787 ***(.212) 0.788 ***(.212) 0.562 ** (.175) 0.555 ** (.175)
Retailing -0.576 † (.306) -0.579 † (.306) -0.233 (.388) -0.245 (.388) -0.222 (.371) -0.224 (.371) -0.231 (.315) -0.220 (.316)
Hospitality 0.754 (.509) 0.754 (.508) -0.857 (.854) -0.845 (.854) -1.266 (.821) -1.265 (.821) -0.678 (.543) -0.708 (.546)
Consumer Services -0.163 (.260) -0.174 (.261) -0.279 (.351) -0.308 (.353) -0.227 (.314) -0.233 (.316) -0.148 (.268) -0.089 (.270)
Health, Edu. & Soc. Service 0.053 (.266) 0.054 (.266) 0.191 (.339) 0.187 (.339) 0.313 (.305) 0.311 (.305) -0.197 (.276) -0.193 (.277)
Manufact., Mining & Utilities 0.104 (.323) 0.091 (.325) -0.220 (.416) -0.257 (.419) -0.636 (.420) -0.643 (.422) -0.347 (.333) -0.271 (.337)
Construction & Real Estate -0.485 † (.283) -0.497 † (.285) -0.835 † (.444) -0.865 † (.445) -1.134 ** (.427) -1.142 ** (.428) -0.258 (.289) -0.188 (.292)
Agriculture -1.554 ***(.366) -1.567 ***(.368) -1.015 * (.514) -1.051 * (.517) -0.582 (.439) -0.590 (.441) -0.752 * (.358) -0.705 * (.357)
Communication & Transport -0.433 (.355) -0.424 (.356) -0.790 (.554) -0.771 (.555) -0.438 (.455) -0.434 (.455) 0.400 (.379) 0.362 (.380)
Home Business -0.079 (.181) -0.075 (.181) 0.189 (.243) 0.199 (.244) -0.218 (.218) -0.216 (.219) 0.073 (.188) 0.055 (.189)
Product (vs Service) 0.931 ***(.216) 0.932 ***(.216) 0.341 (.276) 0.341 (.276) -0.123 (.266) -0.125 (.266) -0.208 (.220) -0.201 (.220)
Wave 1 Bricolage 0.610 ***(.123) 0.134 1.026) 0.506 ** (.173) -0.940 1.484) 0.595 ***(.160) 0.224 1.575) 0.536 ***(.127) 3.377 ** 1.295)
Wave 1 Bricolage Squared 0.062 (.132) 0.183 (.187) 0.047 (.197) -0.366 * (.164)
Model Statistics
Nagelkerke R sqaure 0.218 0.218 0.100 0.101 0.118 0.118 0.105 0.114
-2 Log Likelihood 1226.1 1225.9 755.8 754.9 866.3 866.3 1120.4 1115.0
Chi Square (d.f. 19/20) 138.62 *** 138.83 *** 47.83 *** 48.71 *** 61.30 *** 61.35 *** 60.04 *** 65.43 ***
Change Chi-square (d.f. 1) n.a. 0.211 n.a. 0.878 n.a. 0.055 n.a. 5.385 *
Market Innovation
Model 2 
Bricolage
Model 3 
Bricolage 
Squared
Model 2 
Bricolage
Model 3 
Bricolage 
Squared
Model 2 
Bricolage
Model 3 
Bricolage 
Squared
Model 2 
Bricolage
Model 3 
Bricolage 
Squared
Product Innovation Process Innovation Marketing Meth. Innovation
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Figure 1: Curvilinear Impact of Bricolage on Market Innovation 
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APPENDIX A INNOVATION QUESTIONS 
Q1.   NASCENT : Will you offer a product/service, which is entirely new for your Industry? 
YOUNG FIRM:  Is your main product/service entirely new for your industry? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q2.  NASCENT: Will the product/service be entirely new to the world or entirely new just in 
the places where you are going to be active? 
YOUNG FIRM: Is the product/service entirely new to the world or entirely new just in 
the places where you are active? 
1 New to World 
2 New only in places where active 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q3   NASCENT: If not entirely new, will the product/service be a substantial improvement 
compared to what other businesses have offered before? 
YOUNG FIRM :If not entirely new, is your main product/service a substantial 
improvement compared to what other businesses have offered before? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q4   NASCENT: Will you use a method for promotion or selling, which is entirely new for 
your Industry? 
YOUNG FIRM: Do you use a method for promotion or selling, which is entirely new for 
your Industry? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
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Q5   NASCENT:   Will the method for promotion or selling be entirely new to the world, or 
has it been used before in other places or industries? 
YOUNG FIRM:  Is the method for promotion or selling entirely new to the world, or has 
it been used before in other places or industries? 
1 New to World 
2 Has been used before 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q6   NASCENT:  If not entirely new, will the method for promotion or selling somehow be 
substantially different compared to what your industry have used before? 
YOUNG FIRM:  If not entirely new, is the method for promotion or selling somehow 
substantially different compared to what your industry have used before? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q7   NASCENT:  Will you use a method for producing or sourcing your products/services, 
which is entirely new for your industry? 
YOUNG FIRM:  Do you use a method for producing or sourcing your products/services, 
which is entirely new for your industry? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q8  NASCENT:  Will the method for producing or sourcing be entirely new to the world, or has 
it been used before in other places or industries? 
YOUNG FIRM:  Is the method for producing or sourcing entirely new to the world, or has it 
been used before in other places or industries? 
1 New to World 
2 Has been used before 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q9  NASCENT:  If not entirely new, will the method for producing or sourcing somehow be 
substantially different compared to what your industry have used before? 
YOUNG FIRM:  If not entirely new, is the method for producing or sourcing somehow 
substantially different compared to what your industry have used before? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
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Q10   NASCENT:  Will you focus on customers or target markets that other businesses have 
totally neglected? 
YOUNG FIRM:  Do you focus on customers or target markets that other businesses have 
totally neglected? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q11   NASCENT:  Does that mean that you will focus on serving customers or target markets 
that NO other businesses focus on or those that MOST other businesses fail to serve? 
YOUNG FIRM:  Does that mean that you focus on serving customers or target markets 
that NO other businesses focus on or those that MOST other businesses fail to serve? 
 
1 Markets/customers served by NO other firms 
2 Markets/customers served by MOST other firms 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
 
Q12 NASCENT:  Will your selection of customers or target markets somehow be 
substantially different from what other businesses apply? 
YOUNG FIRM:  Is your selection of customers or target markets somehow substantially 
different from what other businesses apply? 
 
1 Yes 
2 No 
7 Refused 
9 Don’t know 
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